
1 
 
 

BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT MINUTES 
ZOOM TELECONFERENCE 

TOWN OF OCEAN VIEW 
May 20, 2021 

 
1. Board of Adjustment Chair Susan Kerwin called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm with the Pledge 

of Allegiance.  In attendance were Board Members Greg Neuner, Larry Klimovitz, and Preston 
Coppels. Planning & Zoning Director Ken Cimino, Solicitor Dennis Schrader, and Town Clerk 
Donna Schwartz. The meeting was held by ZOOM Teleconference. Gene Brendel needed to 
recuse himself. This meeting was riddled with technological problems and some words on the 
recording were inaudible. 
 

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 
A motion was made by Mr. Klimovitz, seconded by Mr. Neuner, to approve the agenda.  
The motion carried unanimously 4/0.   
 

3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES  
A motion was made by Mr. Neuner, seconded by Mr. Klimovitz, to approve the minutes 
for the April 15, 2021, meeting. The motion carried unanimously 4/0.  
 
Mr. Schrader gave all an overall summary of the Conduct for Hearings to the audience and 
reminded everyone that the application needed at least three votes to pass. 
 
Mr. Schrader swore in Mr. Ken Cimino and Ms. Donna Schwartz. Ms. Schwartz confirmed that 
the application had been advertised, noticed, and posted in accordance with the rules of the 
hearing.  
 

4. NEW BUSINESS  

A. V-415  13 DeMarie Drive (PIDN:134.240/CTM# 134-12.00-2047.00) 

Application V-415, submitted by the property owners, George M. & Mary Ann 

Pickrell, for property zoned R-1 (Single-Family Residential District) located at 13 

DeMarie Drive (PIDN: 134.240 / CTM# 134-12.00-2047.00).  The property 

owners request variances from the following Town Codes: 

1. Article XVI, §140-100-D (12)(b)[4] & Article III, §187-10-A in order to 

maintain an existing asphalt/concrete driveway which is placed closer than 

five (5) feet to the property line.   

2. Article VI, §140-35-B(2)(b) in order to maintain an existing paver patio 

which is installed less than 10 feet from the side property line. 

3. Article V, §140-32 in order to construct a detached accessory structure 

(pool house) that will exceed the maximum allowable height of 14 feet 

from grade.  

4. Article V, §140-28 in order for all existing and proposed 

buildings/structures to exceed the maximum allowable lot coverage of 

35%.   

       

Mr. Cimino made the following comments regarding the application:              
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1. The driveway was constructed in 1995 when there was not a requirement 

to maintain a minimum of 5 (five) feet from the adjacent property line.  

2. The paver patio was permitted in November 2007 when there was not a 

requirement to maintain 10 feet from a side property line. 

3. As proposed, the height of the pool house would exceed the maximum 

height of a detached accessory structure by two feet. 

4. As proposed, the lot coverage would be 41.3%. This exceeds the 

maximum allowable lot coverage in a R-1 (Single-Family Residential 

District) district by 6.3%. 

 

Mr. Schrader swore in Mr. and Mrs. Pickrell and Mr. Michael Early. Mr. Early of 

Newark Delaware spoke on behalf of the Pickrells. He stated that the coverage 

requirement was understated by about 6%. He modified the application to 45.6% if 

approved. Mr. Early stated that the driveway and the paver patio are grandfathered 

items and existed prior to the code as it exists now.  

 

Mr. Pickrell stated that he needs 16’ for a dormer feature for a pool house. It is a 

one-story building with a vaulted ceiling. Mr. Klimovitz questioned the need for 

the height and the dormers. Mr. Pickrell said it was for roof pitch to match existing 

house and light into the pool building. In order to use the dormers, they need the 

height of roof.   

 

Mr. Klimovitz asked if the pool building would have a vaulted ceiling. Mr. Pickrell 

answered yes. Mr. Klimovitz asked if the 16feet was disallowed could they built at 

14 feet. Mr. Neuner said the building is new and does not exist yet. He said there is 

no practical difficulty in building it to code. Mr. Neuner asked if this was a cabana 

to change into swimsuits. Mr. Pickrell agreed. Mrs. Pickrell added that there were 

no bells and whistles in this pool house.   

 

Mr. Coppels questioned whether the pool house could be moved to another 

location in the yard. Mr. Pickrell said it would likely be in the setbacks. Mrs. 

Kerwin questioned why the dormers were necessary. Mrs. Pickrell stated mainly 

for aesthetics to match the existing house and for sunlight and the solar heat. Mr. 

Schrader asked if there was an HOA in Grand Shores. Mr. Pickrell replied yes and 

noted that the project had been approved by the HOA. He said the letter was in the 

packet.  

 

Mr. Early noted that the decks and steps were not included in the imperious total 

count and equaled an additional 5%. Canopy over the pool house is more than 

35%. The actual total is 45.6%.  

 

Mr. Pickrell noted that his property is no longer in a flood zone according to 

FEMA. Mr. Early noted that there was confusion as to whether a deck was 

pervious or impervious.  
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Mr. Klimovitz questioned the material of the deck attached to the house. Mr. 

Pickrell answered his question. Mr. Klimovitz suggested they use permeable 

concrete around the pool. Mr. Cimino noted that the surface of the pool was an 

impervious surface.  

 

Mr. Neuner questioned what needed to be redesigned to bring this project into 

compliance. He asked if they could take down current shed? Mr. Pickrell replied 

“No.”  

 

Public Comment Against the Application 

 

Mr. Gene Brendel, 39 Daisey, was sworn-in by Mr. Schrader. He commented on 

the fence on the drawing, saying it should go all the way around the pool. Mr. 

Schrader asked Mr. Pickrell to explain the fence. He agreed he would encircle the 

pool as needed by law.  

 

Mr. Schrader stated there were two emails received. One from Ms. Elizabeth Ryan 

and one from Kathleen Brendel. Mr. Schrader read the emails to those present.  

 

A motion was made by Mr. Klimovitz, seconded by Mr. Neuner, to allow the 

variance for the driveway. The motion carried unanimously 4/0.  

 

A motion was made by Mr. Neuner, seconded by Mr. Klimovitz, to allow the 

variance for the paver patio. The motion carried unanimously 4/0. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Klimovitz, seconded by Mr. Neuner, to reject the 

variance for 16’ height of pool house. The motion carried unanimously 4/0. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Klimovitz, seconded by Mr. Coppels, to defer the 

decision on lot coverage. The motion carried unanimously 4/0. 
 

5. ADJOURNMENT  
A motion was made by Mr. Neuner, seconded by Mr. Coppels, to adjourn the meeting at 
8:45pm.  The motion carried unanimously 4/0. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Donna M. Schwartz, CMC 
Town Clerk 


